In this article, we survey a variety of constructions in contemporary Modern Hebrew that include seemingly superfluous instances of negation. These include free relatives, exclamative rhetorical questions, clausal complements of 'until,' 'without,' and 'before,' clausal complements of 'fear'-type verbs, after negated 'surprise,' and the complement of 'almost' (a construction by now obsolete). We identify possible sources for these constructions in pre-modern varieties of Hebrew. When an earlier source cannot be found, we examine earliest attestations of the constructions in modern-era corpora and consider the role of contact (primarily with Yiddish and Slavic) in their development.
Introduction
Superfluous negation (henceforth Super Neg) is the general term we will use for an instance of negation that appears not to have the usual reversal effect on the truth conditions of the containing sentence.1 While we believe there are reasons to suspect that this is not a unitary phenomenon (i.e., that, synchronically, not all the kinds of Super Neg that we have identified have the same underlying analysis), we will not attempt an analysis of the various constructions here. Our goal in this short contribution is much more modest. In the following section, we survey the constructions in which Super Neg is observed in contemporary Modern Hebrew. We then ask whether these constructions (and an additional construction, which is by now obsolete) existed in earlier stages of Hebrew and, if not, when they entered the modern language. We identify possible contact-induced sources for Super Neg, focusing primarily on Yiddish and Slavic.
Survey
Contemporary Modern Hebrew exhibits Super Neg with the negative morpheme ‫לא‬ lo in a variety of constructions.2 The negative morpheme generally resists stress when it is "superfluous" (Avinery 1964:242, 253; Eilam 2009).3 'who,' ‫איזה‬ ʔeyze 'which,' ‫איפה‬ ʔeyfo 'where,' ‫מתי‬ matay 'when,' ‫איך‬ ʔeyx 'how').4 With negation, the sentence conveys that the claim does not depend on the precise identity of the free relative's referent (Eilam [2009] notes, employing terminology from the literature on free relatives crosslinguistically, that in Hebrew the inference is primarily one of indifference rather than ignorance).5
(1) ‫בעיתון.‬ ‫התפרסם‬ ‫כתב‬ ‫לא‬ ‫שדני‬ ‫מה‬ ma še-dani lo katav hitparsem ba-ʕiton what that-Danny neg wrote was.published in.the-newspaper 'Whatever Danny wrote was published in the newspaper.' (Eilam 2009) 
Rhetorical Questions Expressing Surprise or Noteworthiness
These interrogatives are used as exclamatives and convey a universal implication (in (2), he was blamed for everything).6
(2) ‫אותו?!‬ ‫האשימו‬ ‫לא‬ ‫במה‬ be-ma lo heʔešimu ʔoto in-what neg blamed.3mpl him 'The things he's been blamed for!'
Clausal Complements of ‫עד‬ ʕad 'until'
The presence of negation contributes the sense that there is a non-accidental connection between the 'until'-clause event and the matrix event (Eilam 2009; Avinery 1964 ) such that the 'until'-clause describes a necessary condition for a change in the main-clause event. In (3), the sentence conveys that the team 4 Why-free relatives are ungrammatical in Hebrew, as in many languages (see Citko 2010:222 on Polish; Larson 1987) , hence ‫למה‬ lama 'why' is not included in the list. See Francez (2015) on negative lama interrogatives and their interpretation as positive suggestions. 5 A note about glossing: since we do not commit ourselves to a semantic account of the various uses of superfluous negation in this paper, we gloss negation simply as neg and rely on the English translations to reflect the fact that in these constructions it does not have the standard effect. 6 A theoretical question we set aside is whether rhetorical questions and exclamatives are grammatically similar or distinct crosslinguistically. In relying for classificatory purposes on formal properties rather than function or use, we follow Eilam's (2009) classification of this construction as a negative rhetorical question. We translate the rhetorical question as an idiomatic English exclamative only because English lacks negative rhetorical questions of this sort. See also Tzivoni (1993:320-321) .
is in such bad shape that it would take a Russian billionaire to put it back on track. Without negation, the 'until'-clause receives its usual interpretation. Embedded under Negated 'Surprise' 8 Negation in the embedded clause is optional and is naturally used when the speaker takes issue with an opposing expectation in the discourse. In (5), for example, the expectation that 'he' may be behind the incident is considered by the speaker to be at odds with the prevailing view. Super Neg is restricted to sentences with future tense morphology in the matrix clause, which, notably, involve the complementizer 'if,' raising the possibility that the clause under 'if' is a conditional adjunct clause. In the past tense, 'surprise' takes an ordinary 'that'-complement and Super Neg is not licensed. Clausal Complement of ‫כמעט‬ kimʕat 'Almost' This is an obsolete construction that was short-lived in early Modern Hebrew. It was used to describe near-disastrous events (Avinery 1964:253; Sagi 1997 Sagi , 2000 Farstey 2006; in (7) , the revival of a blood libel).
ba-ʕir freroy kimʕat še-lo nitħadša lifney yamim in.the-city Freroy almost that-neg was.renewed before days aħadim ʕalilat ha-dam ones libel.cs the-blood 'The blood libel was almost/all but revived in the town of Freroy a few days ago.' (Ha-melic, February 26, 1886)9
Origins of Super Neg Constructions: First Attestations and Contact
We begin with a brief overview of other cases of so-called 'redundant' or 'repetitive' negation that have been identified in Biblical and Mishnaic Hebrew. We then turn to the contemporary constructions given above. Although in a number of cases there exist sporadic pre-modern examples that resemble the contemporary uses, we suggest that these constructions were not inherited with superfluous negation from previous layers of Hebrew. We date the earliest attestation of the modern uses in our corpora (Historical Jewish Press [HJP] and the Ben-Yehuda Project [BYP] ) and consider the plausible role of contact in their emergence.
Biblical Hebrew
Two types of redundant negation in Biblical Hebrew are discussed by grammarians (Gesenius 1910:483; Joüon & Muraoka 2006:573) . The first is exemplified by ‫ֹא‬ ‫ל‬ ‫ם‬ ֶ ‫ר‬ ‫טֶ‬ ‫ּבְ‬ bə-ṭɛrɛm lō 'before neg' used to express temporal precedence.10 Although it resembles Modern Hebrew lifney še-lo, the lexical choice of preposition is different. Another, more productive, type is mi-blī/mē-ʾēn. It is analyzed as containing two negative morphemes, 'mi without -neg,' that give rise to a single, emphatic, negative interpretation (e.g., mi-blī yōšēḇ meaning '(land) without inhabitants'). In our survey above, the closest counterparts of these two types are classified together (lifney/bli še-lo 'before/without that-neg'). Note that while negation is realized as blī/ʾēn in the Biblical Hebrew construction, in Modern Hebrew it is restricted to lo (*bli (še-)ʔeyn). Both Ben David (1967) and Azar (1995) mention the same phenomenon under the heading 'repetitive negation,' where negation is marked on each element of a conjunction in addition to matrix negation (e.g., ʾeyn meḇarḵin lo ʿal ha-ner ve-lo ʿal ha-beśamim šel noḵrim, 'It is not allowed to recite a blessing neg over candles and neg over fragrances of foreigners'; Beraḵot 8:6). This is an interesting construction that exists in Modern Hebrew too, but we do not consider it an example of Super Neg. The repetition of negation in the two conjuncts conveys emphasis, on a par with English neither . . . nor, and the additional repetition of negation in the matrix clause may be an instance of negative concord, obligatory in Modern Hebrew in the context of N-words.11
Mishnaic Hebrew

First Attestations and Possible Contact
Free Relative Clauses Super Neg in free relative clauses (FRs) is not entirely absent from the language of the Talmud (Avinery 1964:289) and is also attested in responsa of the early modern period (Sagi 1997 (Sagi , 1999 .12 , 13 The construction is well attested in literary writing of the revival period, with early examples in Modern Hebrew found around the turn of the 20th century (several instances in Mendele's Be-ʕemek Ha-baxa [1896 Ha-baxa [ -1908 and Susati [1909] , Eliyahu Maidanik's 1900 publications, and a 1902 letter by Yosef Vitkin).
We observe a clear quantitative preference (43 out of 53 examples in BYP) for Super Neg in ‫כמה‬ kama 'how many/much' FRs over three other representative types ('what,' 'who,' and 'which.msg . . .'). This may be noteworthy in light of Sagi's (1999) finding that kama accounted for all examples of Super Neg FRs in the 16th-19th c. responsa, and kama together with ‫איך‬ ʔeyx 'how' accounted for the majority of relevant examples in the 20th c. responsa. It may also represent a preference for Super Neg in adjunct over argument FRs, a possibility that merits further investigation.
Despite the existence of attested examples in the pre-revival era, grammarians of Modern Hebrew tend to view Super Neg in FRs as resulting from Yiddish or Slavic influence (Garbell 1930; Haspelmath & König 1998 ; see also Blanc 1956 Blanc , 1965 Altbauer 1964; Sagi 2000; Eilam 2008 Eilam , 2009 ). Haspelmath and König (1998) establish the areal nature of the phenomenon among certain eastern European languages. They speculate that Yiddish borrowed the construction from Russian, Polish, or Ukranian (pp. 615-616). Two points should be noted regarding the proposed borrowing from Yiddish into Hebrew. First, Yiddish has two types of FRs that Hebrew could have potentially borrowed, one expressed with expletive negation and one with the focus particle nor 'only' (Haspelmath sentential negation. We remain agnostic as to whether the negation that is interpreted in Negative Concord is the actual negative marker or some other, abstract, negative operator (Zeijlstra 2011 Eilam (2008 Eilam ( , 2009 proposes that while negative rhetorical questions are common crosslinguistically and may have developed independently in Modern Hebrew, it is plausible that the construction was in fact calqued from Yiddish.
Clausal Complement of ‫עד‬ ʕad 'until' Examples of ʕad še with a negated clause are attested since at least Mishnaic Hebrew (Braverman 1995:172-173; Morgenstern 2013; possibly from Aramaic; Rosén 1956:64) , but with a temporal precedence meaning as in (10). Avinery (1964:443) argues that ʕad is a variant of ʕod 'while' in these cases, such that ʕad še-lo contributes a 'while not' or 'before' meaning.16 In contemporary Modern Hebrew, ʕad means 'until' and no longer has the 'while' meaning. Early Modern Hebrew inherited the rabbinic ʕad še-lo (Eilam 2008 (Eilam , 2009 , with examples attested in our corpora from the 1860s (11). A random sample of examples in the Mishnah and Babylonian Talmud revealed a preference for verbs with past tense morphology in the adjunct. This preference seems to have been maintained in early Modern Hebrew (e.g., (11) [ha-naciv] li-vli cet therefore was.ordered.3msg [the-commissioner.3msg] to-neg exit mi-setšuan ʕad še-lo yuħlat ha-davar be-nogeaʕ from-Sichuan until that-neg will.be.decided the-issue regarding le-tašlumey nizkey ha-misyonerim to-payments.cs damages.cs the-missionaries 'Therefore the commissioner was ordered not to leave Sichuan until compensation is settled for the damage done by the missionaries.' (New type; Ha-melic, August 1, 1895) Some of the modern examples utilize the complementizer ʔašer (of Biblical origin). Note the non-past morphology in the 'until'-clause in (12) and the sense of a non-accidental connection between the events mentioned (recall (3) above). As is also typical of the contemporary Super Neg use, negation can be omitted in (12) with only a slight change in meaning.
Both the Rabbinic type and the new type of ʕad še-lo coexisted for a while in early Modern Hebrew, but by 1920 the new type had become prominent, accounting for over eighty percent of occurrences in our sample. As the new type continued to expand in Modern Hebrew, the Rabbinic type diminished and became rare and archaic (though examples are still found in 1937 and even later, e.g., in the Zionist Orthodox newspaper Ha-cofe, probably attributable to its readership's familiarity with the Mishnah and Talmud).
While the contemporary, new ʕad še-lo could in principle be seen as a language-internal development, i.e., as a semantic narrowing of an old Hebrew form, it is notable that Yiddish (Schaechter 1986:321) and Russian (Timberlake 2004:464; Abels 2005; Wade 2011:501-502) both have similar Super Neg constructions. Yiddish has been suggested as the source of the Modern Hebrew calque (Eilam 2008 (Eilam , 2009 , and seems the more likely source of influence, since negation in the 'until'-clause is optional in Yiddish, as in Modern Hebrew, but obligatory in Russian.17 Besides the main semantic shift, the greater variety of tense marking in the ʕad še-lo adjunct could be a reflection of the same freedom in Yiddish and Russian 'until'-clauses (Schaechter 1986; Abels 2005; Wade 2011:502) .
Clausal Complements of ‫לפני‬ lifney 'Before' , ‫בלי‬ bli 'Without' These forms were not found in BYP or HJP and seem to be more recent. As far as we can tell, they are not mentioned in the literature on Yiddish and Slavic, but both are attested, for example, in German (Krifka 2010 ) and in French. Interestingly, in French as in Modern Hebrew, there is some disagreement between grammarians as to their acceptability (van der Wouden 1994; Sanchez Valencia et al. 1994) . It is possible that these Super Neg uses are an extension of the 'until' construction discussed above and not a direct result of contact.
Embedded under Negated 'Surprise' The expression of expectation using superfluous negation in 'if'-clauses following negated 'surprise' appears to be a recent development of Modern Hebrew. While ‫לא‬ ‫ּפָ‬ ‫יִ‬ ‫לא‬ lo yipale 'neg will.surprise' occurs quite frequently in BYP, negation in the 'if'-clause has its usual truth reversal effect:18 (Avinery 1964:241-242; Sagi 2000:92) . Super Neg uses of še-lo in this construction are attested in the early rabbinic texts (Avinery 1964:241ff.) , in Medieval Hebrew (Goshen-Gottstein 2006:141-142) , in the pre-Haskalah literature (e.g., Luzzatto's Mesilat Yešarim, 1740), and from the mid-19th century throughout the revival literature (e.g., (14)). Our search in BYP retrieved thirteen relevant literary occurrences with še-lo (clearly the less common construction, as there were hundreds of examples with the specialized complementizers: 422 with šema and 703 with pen).20 šema and pen complementation represents a phenomenon distinct from Super Neg and is today formal and archaic. Goshen-Gottstein (2006:131) attributes two occurrences in medieval texts to Arabic influence, and Avinery (1964) attributes the occurrence in Rashi's writing in the 11th-12th c. to French influence. The same construction exists in Yiddish (Schaechter 1986:322; Sadan 1971:121ff.) and in Russian (Wade 2011:113,295; Kagan & Wolf to appear) , and was proposed to be another instance of Yiddish influence on Hebrew (perhaps from the 16th century; Sagi 1997 Sagi , 2000 Farstey 2006 ). Hebrew prescriptivists shared this view and denounced the use of kimʕat še-lo (Lešonenu la-ʕam, December 14, 1934) .21
Before concluding, we note another construction that is obsolete in contemporary Modern Hebrew and can potentially be analyzed as an instance of Super Neg: ‫ל-‬ le 'to/for' and a special negative form (le-val, li-vli, le-vilti) in the complement of ‫אסר‬ ʔasar 'prohibit, bond.' Examples are attested in earlier varieties of Hebrew and in the late 19th-century literature in the BYP and HJP. While Super Neg in complements of prohibition predicates is attested crosslinguistically (van der Wouden 1994:109 mentions 'forbid'), the ambiguity of Hebrew ʔasar as meaning both 'prohibit' and 'bond' is compatible in principle with an analysis of the negation as non-superfluous in these examples.22
Conclusion
Constructions with superfluous negation in Modern Hebrew do not all share the same path of development. While several constructions were denounced as "vulgar Russianisms or Polishisms"23 over the years, some disappeared (kimʕat še-lo) while others lived on to become part of the Modern Hebrew grammar. Language contact may have reinforced existing patterns of Hebrew ('fear' verbs), led to reanalysis of others (ʕad še-lo), and introduced altogether new forms into the language (FRs). A better understanding of the semantic contribution of negation in the different constructions may shed further light on these diverse paths of development.
